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Legislation Which Should Interest the Bar
I. Amended Criminal Procedure
The House at the last session of the Colorado General Assembly
passed an act concerning criminal procedure which was killed in com-
mittee in the Senate. That act was as follows:
The Supreme Court of the State of Colorado shall have the
power to prescribe by general rules for the courts of record in the
State of Colorado the practice and procedure in criminal actions
and all forms in connection therewith. Such rules shall neither
abridge, enlarge nor modify the substantive rights of any defend-
ant. Such rules shall take effect three (3) months after their
promulgation, and thereafter all laws in conflict therewith shall be
of no further force nor effect.
The main purpose of that act was to correct a situation that is con-
fusing to lawyers who handle both criminal and civil practice. In civil
cases, exceptions are no longer taken. In criminal cases, they must be
saved. In civil cases, the writ of error in the Supreme Court is based
upon the record on error, which no longer contains a bill of exceptions.
In a criminal case there is both the record and the bill of exceptions. Both
must be differently prepared.
There should be one procedure in trials and in the Supreme Court.
The passage of this bill would ensure a rule by the Supreme Court car-
rying this change into effect.
No other change in criminal procedure appears to be necessary at
this time and should not be undertaken until a thorough study has been
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made by a special committee of the bar, appointed when amendments are
suggested.
II Separate Maintenance
Separate maintenance is a good deal of a bugbear in domestic diffi-
culties. It is commonly resorted to by the wife under the advice of her
women friends either to hold up the husband or to keep him in bondage
for the rest of his days.
In the opinion of the writer and that of Horace N. Hawkins, as
well as a number of other lawyers, this situation should be remedied,
with proper protection given to the wife and children.
As it stands now the man against whom a decree of separate main-
tenance is awarded is neither fish, fowl, nor good red herring. He never
can obtain relief in Colorado from the separate maintenance decree unless
he gets overwhelming evidence of misconduct of the wife. However, if
he has enough money, after a lapse of three years following the entry of
the decree of separate maintenance in Colorado, he can go to another
state, such as Nevada, which permits an absolute divorce after separation
without cohabitation for that period of time.
The following bill was passed by the House judiciary committee
and killed by the rules committee, on which there were no lawyers:
Sec. 1. The action of separate maintenance is hereby abol-
ished.
Sec. 2. In any District or County Court of this state, in
which a decree of separate maintenance has heretofore been granted,
and after three years have elapsed from the date of such decree, upon
the motion of either party, the court shall grant a decree of abso-
lute divorce in favor of the party to whom said decree of separate
maintenance has been granted, and against the guilty party. Such
decree of divorce shall protect all property rights and alimony, if
any, which were granted in the decree of separate maintenance.
Sec. 3. In case of non-support of a wife or children, and in
the discretion of the court, a decree for such support may be granted
upon her or their complaint filed for that purpose alone.
Sec. 4. Sections 25, 27 and 28 of Chapter 56, Colorado
Statutes Annotated, and any and all acts in conflict herewith are
hereby repealed.
I believe that these bills or some similar ones should be approved
by the bar association at its annual meeting, and I therefore submit them
in DICTA for the consideration of the bar before that meeting.
PHILIP S. VAN CISE.
